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ABSTRACT 

As a result of the literature review about destructive 
behaviors in organizations, careerism studies were 
rarely seen. The aim of this study is to reveal the 
reasons and results of factors affecting the extreme 
careerism as destructive behavior in organizations by 
using qualitative research method. In this study, semi- 
structured interview questions were prepared to the 
people working in public institutions and face-to-face 
interview method was applied. The sample consisted 
of 18 people who participated in the interview 
voluntarily. The results of the study showed that there 
are so-called employees- who act as destructive 
behavior. The results of the research are remarkable as 
so-called employees, learned helplessness, religious 
and moral values, postponing private life. Finally, in 
Turkish society, employees in public institutions 
refrain from exhibiting destructive behavior in 
organizations to achieve careers. 

Key Words: Destructive behaviours, careerism, 
employees, public institution, qualitative research. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Career can be considered as an effort of individuals to 
reach the point they want to reach throughout their 
working life. As a result of these efforts, there are 
gains such as income, status and dignity. Individuals 
with problematic personality structure such as 
extreme ambitious, dishonest, makyavelist, narcissist 
can try different ways to get a career. Among the 
reasons that lead these individuals are the structure of 
the organization, human resources policies, 
distribution of organizational justice, working 
conditions, legal regulations. Individuals who are 
under pressure from these factors may exhibit 
destructive behaviors that can be considered negative 
in the organization they work. Among the destructive 
behaviors in the organization, the careerism can be 


defined as individual of behaviour, devoid of ethics, 
defying laws and procedures and pursuing careers 
outside of working performances. 

The aim of this study is to determine whether there is 
a tendency towards destructive behavior in 
organizations by using qualitative research method. 
The factors that affect individuals are revealed with 
causes. 

A. Destructive Behaviors in Organizations and 
Extreme Careerism 

Human resources that make a difference for 
organizations also affect the success or unsuccess of 
the organization (1). Success of the organization is 
related to employee satisfaction. According to 
Herzberg, employees’ satisfaction factors are 
achievement, recognition, self-study, responsibility 
and development. 

When the employee satisfaction is not achieved within 
the framework of the stated factors, extreme 
dissatisfaction is likely. It is difficult for organizations 
to accept employees' dissatisfaction because 
organizations have responsibilities to their employees. 
Organizations that fail to fulfill these responsibilities 
may face unwanted situations such as job quitting, 
whistle blowing, sabotaging the workplace, 
organizational commitment and reduction of 
organizational trust. These types of behaviors that are 
unwanted in organizations are called destructive 
behavior. Destructive behavior in organizations, is 
defined as exhibiting any deliberate behavior against 
the interests of the organization by employee (2). As a 
result of a behavior, the occurrence of damage does 
not qualify as destructive behavior. Destructive 
behavior focuses on behavior, not on the harm caused 
by behavior. 
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According to (3), the behaviors of members of the 
organization, which violate organizational norms in a 
way that threatens the welfare of the organization or 
members of the organization, are defined as 
destructive behaviors. According to another 
definition; destructive behavior is the deliberate 
behavior of employees to prevent the operation of 
routine activities in the organization, which clearly 
harms the objectives of the organization (4)(5). 
Depending on their position in the organization, 
employees determine of the target for protest and 
exhibit destructive behaviors to indicate their 
dissatisfaction (6). 

According to Furnham and Taylor and Gruys (1999), 
there are various destructive behaviors in 
organizations. Destructive behaviors can be 
categorized as follows (1)(2): 

> Theft and related behaviors (theft of cash or 
property, abuse of employee discount) 

> Destruction to property (deface, damage, or 
destroy property, sabotage production). 

> Abuse of information (reveal confidential 
information, falsify records). 

> Abuse of time and resources (wast time, changing 
time card, doing self-employment during work 
time) 

> Unsafe behavior (non-compliance with safety 
procedures). 

> Absenteeism (unexcused absence; misuse sick 
leave). 

> Low quality work (slow or sloppy operation). 

> Alcohol use (alcohol use at work, coming to work 
under influence of alcohol). 

> Use of drugs (possession, use or sale drugs at 
work). 

> Improper verbal actions (discussing with clients; 
verbally harass co-workers). 

> Inappropriate physical actions (physically attack 
co-workers, sexual harassment to co-workers). 

Destructive behaviors in organizations are harmful to 
the organization or colleagues except production. 

If the organization does not meet the expectations of 
the employees; destructive behaviors are seen in 
organizations related to negative feelings such as 
frustration and anger. (7). It may be due to the fact 
that the organization does not properly support the 
employee's career development, if the employee 
thinks so in this way and he/she may be exhibit 
destructive behaviors (8). Careerism, which causes 


destructive behavior, is expressed as extreme 
careerism, according to Bratton and Kacmar (9). 
Extreme careerism is; employees' efforts to gain 
power or prestige, according to their without work 
performance exhibiting positive or negative 
behaviors. 

According to social cognitive theory; individuals have 
a self-regulatory role on their behavior and thoughts, 
and can control themselves with this mechanism. 
However, when the self-regulatory role is disabled, 
individuals have the capacity to justify their negative 
behaviors (10). They may deviate from the goals of 
the organization for their careers and they can keep 
their goals above everything else. 

According to Feldman and Weitz (11), individual 
beliefs that form careerism can be listed: “Progress in 
organizations is not easy, relations with management 
and colleagues need to be used in order to advance in 
the career, It seems to be successful without success. 
This is an effective factor for progress. Sometimes the 
need for deceptive behavior may be felt in career 
progression, Long-term career goals will cause 
uncertainty and cause inconsistencies in individual 
interests, commitment to the organization is not 
rewarded, It is necessary to ensure personal progress 
rather than the interests of the organization”. 

Feldman and Weitz (11) stated that employees who 
have a tendency to careerism have created an 
impression that they are performing high even if their 
performance is low. In addition, they have been stated 
that such employees can establish good relations with 
their colleagues and show destructive behaviors in 
organizations. Griffin and O’Leary-Kelly (2004), on 
the dark side of the organizations, stated that they 
were behaviours like violence, stress, aggression, 
discrimination, sexual harassment, career, 
psychological contract, drug use, retaliation and theft. 
(12). As an indicator of careerism, employees may 
exhibit negative behavior towards the organization or 
other employees in the organization (13). 

Issues related to destructive behavior are 
organizational commitment (14) (15), organizational 
support, (16), nepotism (6), tendency to lie (17), 
organizational citizenship (18), organizational justice 
(19), organizational ethic-climate (20), ethical 
leadership (21), management style (22). As a result of 
the literature review, participatory decision making, 
alienation, individual organization harmony (23), 
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cynicism, organizational silence and career-related 
studies have not been observed. 

II. METHOD 

The aim of this study is to reveal the reasons and 
results of the factors affecting the extreme careerism 
as destructive behavior in organizations by using 
qualitative research method.. Qualitative research is 
observation, interview and document analysis, such as 
the use of qualitative methods of collecting 
information, perceptions and events in the natural 
environment in a realistic and holistic way to reveal 
(24). 

In this study; semi-structured interview questions 
were prepared and face-to-face interview method was 
applied to the people working in public-oriented 
working public institutions. Eighteen participants 
agreed to participate in the interview voluntarily. For 
qualitative research, eighteen (18) people were 
accepted as sufficient number of samples. 

III. RESULTS 

In this study, the interview questions were prepared 
by using the information obtained from the literature 
review and expert opinions. The research questions 
determined in accordance with the purpose of the 
research are as follows: 

What does career mean to you? Please describe. 

What can you afford for your career? Would you 
exhibit misleading behavior? If your answer is yes; 
what kind of misleading behaviors do you display? 
Please explain. 

Is the commitment rewarded by the institution ? Please 
explain. 

Do you think there is merit in your institution? Please 
explain. 

How do your institution see your career-making 
effort? How would you react when you think you can't 
get the your expect? Please explain. 

In addition, the participants were asked questions 
about their working time, working hours, age, marital 
status, graduation status and gender. 

The findings of the data obtained as a result of 
qualitative research are evaluated as follows: 


Tablel. Working Time 


Working Time 

n 

%(f) 

26 years and above 

5 

28 

21-25 years 

3 

16,6 

16-20 years 

7 

38,8 

11-15 years 

1 

5,5 

6-10 years 

0 

0 

1-5 years 

2 

11,1 


When the answers about the number of years of the 
participants were examined; It has been seen that 5 
people (28%) for 26 years or above, 21-25 years for 3 
persons (16,6%), 16-20 years for 7 persons (38,8%), 
11-15 years for 1 person (5,5%) and 1 to 5 years 
(11,1%) have a working time. 


Table2. Working Time in Current Position 


Working Time in Position 

n 

%(f) 

21 years and above 

1 

5,5 

16-20 years 

4 

22,3 

11-15 years 

4 

22,3 

6-10 years 

3 

16,6 

1-5 years 

6 

33,3 


When the working time of the participants is 
examined; it was seen that 1 person (21.5%) working 
for 21 years and over, 16-20 years 4 people (22.3%), 
11-15 years 4 people (22.3%), 6-10 years 3 people 
(16.6 %) and 1-5 years 6 people (33.3%). 


Table3. Age of Participants 


Age 

n 

%(f) 

31-35 age 

2 

11,1 

36-40 age 

4 

22,3 

41-45 age 

3 

16,6 

46-50 age 

4 

22,3 

51-55 age 

2 

11,1 

56 age and above 

3 

16,6 


When the data of the participants' ages were 
examined; it was seen that 2 people (11,1) in the 31- 
35 age group, 4 people in the 36-40 age group 
(22,3%), 3 people in the 41-45 age group (16,6%), 4 
people in the 46-50 age group (22 , 3%), 2 people 
(11,1%) in the 51-55 age group and 3 persons (16,6%) 
in the 56 years and above age group. 

Table4. Graduation Status of Participants 


Graduation Status 

n 

%(f) 

High school 

4 

22,3 

Undergraduate 

3 

16,6 

Graduate 

4 

22,3 

Postgraduate 

2 

11,1 

PhD 

5 

28 
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When the graduation status of the participants were 
examined, it was determined that 4 of them were high 
school graduates (22.3%), 3 of them were 

undergraduate (16.6%), 4 of them were graduate 
(22.3%), 2 of them were postgraduate (11.1%), 5 of 
them were Ph.D. (28%). 

Table5. Marital Status of Participants 


Marital Status 

n 

%(f) 

Married 

16 

88,9 

Single 

2 

11,1 


When the marital status of the participants was 
examined; it was seen that 16 person (88.9%) were 
married and 2 person (11.1%) were single. 

Table6. Gender of Participants 


Gender 

n 

%(f) 

Male 

12 

66,7 

Female 

6 

33,3 


When the gender of the participants were examined, it 
was seen that 12 employees (66.7%) were male and 6 
employees (33.3%) were female. 

Participants (P); When the answers to the question of 
what career means to you are examined, the common 
concepts emphasized are as follows: P(l) and P(16) 
said that: “position on to demonstrate knowledge, 
skills, experience and attitudes and behavior 
according to position”, P(9) said that: 
“specialization”, P(2) said that “promotion”, P(3) said 
that “the reason for respect and self-development”, in 
addition to these discourses, P(5) added “self-esteem 
and respect”. P(4) said that “education and training”, 
K (6) is K (10) stated that ’’doing the work”, P (7) 
when he/she said “come and rise”, P(12) added that 
’’while staying in the same position while providing 
revenue growth”, P(8) said that “efforts to reach a 
specific target”, P(ll) said that “success”, P(14) 
responded to this expression as “stepping up to the 
upper”. K(13) said that “success in the profession”, 
P(15) said that “training”, P(17) said that “self- 
expression”, P(18) expressed their opinions about the 
career as ’’the most perfect and the desire to capture 
the beauty”. 

What can you afford for your career? Would you 
exhibit misleading behavior? If your answer is yes; 
what kind of misleading behaviors do you display? 
Please explain to the question, P(5) said ”1 can 
neglect my house, family and children for a certain 
period of time”, P(15) said that “I postponed my 


marriage life and making children”, P(ll) and P(17) 
said that “I didn't get married”. All of the participants 
answered that “I do misleading behaviors and 
continue to do my job”. P(ll) said that “Those who 
do not have personality can be misleading”. P(16) 
considered deviance behaviour “cheat somebody of 
his/her rights”. 

Is the commitment rewarded by the institution ? Please 
explain. All participants stated that “commitment is 
not a reward ”. P(l), P(2) said that “commitment can 
be to the manager but it can not to the institution”, 
P(13) stated that “the commitment of the institution in 
the private sector has been rewarded but it is not a 
reward in public institutions”. P(12) said that 
“commitment is servility and betraying? These are 
rewarded, they seem to have worked without work 
and they have a position over co-workers”. 

Do you think there is merit in your institution ? Please 
explain to the question; P(3) said that “merit varies 
from person to person”, P(4) and P(16) said that 
“merit are applied within the framework of laws”. 
P(15) said that “replied that merit is very rare”. The 
other participants stated thaf’there is no merit” and 
they have stated that “uninformed, inexperienced 
people have reached top positions as manager 
relations, political relations, urbanism and uncle 
relations”. 

How do your instituion see your career-making 
effort? How would you react when you think you can’t 
get the your expect? Please explain to the question; all 
participants answered “I did not see any response”. 
P(l) said that “remain silent “, P(8) and P(10) said 
that “I will reproach”, P(15) said that “exhibit irritable 
behavior”, P(17) said that “I am sad and endure in 
silence”. The other participants stated that, institution 
of respond will not be changed and that their reactions 
would be “wait”. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

Adams et al. (8) have found an inverse relationship 
between organizational citizenship behavior and 
careerism. However, in this study, the participants 
stated that they continue to do their jobs because they 
work in a public institution. In this respect, there is no 
decrease in organizational citizenship behavior. 
Turkish society has a commitment to the state. 
However, it has been emphasized that there is 
commitment to the manager, but there is not 
commitment to the institution. 
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Employees stated that they were postponing their wish 
to have a family and to have children for their careers. 
This statement was made explicit by a female 
employee, and a male employee stated that he was 
still not married. This situation; it shows that 
employees ignore their private lives for their careers. 

It is understood from the findings obtained that there 
is no merit in the institution studied. There is an 
intense sense of nepotism in public institutions. Lack 
of merit refers to the existence of cases such as 
favoritism and discrimination. Furthermore, an 
employee evaluated misleading behaviors as cheat 
somebody of his/her rights. This situation can be 
described as devotion to both religious and moral 
values. 

Extreme Careerism derives “so-called employees” 
who pretend to show high performance. Participants 
talk about so-called employees. Such people claim 
that their self do work very hard, but they are not 
work hard. 

The participants stated that they could not get a 
response from the institution and they predicted that 
the situation would not change. As a result, they 
prefer to wait. This situation can be expressed as 
learned helplessness. Employees cannot take the 
promotion they expect for their careers. This situation 
can be explained by the collectivism and high power 
distance as a characteristic of Turkish society. Also 
according to the statements of employees; It is 
possible to state that there is a perception of 
organizational injustice and inequality. Employees 
give organizational silence reactions as a result of the 
injustice they suffer, but they continue their work 
because they work in a public institution. 

The results obtained are influenced by the individual 
characteristics of the participants such as personality, 
age, gender, duty consciousness, morality and 
religious values. A similar result was found by 
Fumham and Taylor (1). In addition, social culture 
characteristics such as commitment to the state also 
affect the behaviors and attitudes of the participants. 
As a result, in Turkish society, employees in public 
institutions refrain from showing destructive behavior 
in organizations to achieve careers. 
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